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CHAPTER-I 
INTRODUCTION 
THE REIATIVE INFLUENCE OP THE 
MEMBERS OF THE FAMILY IN THE 
PURCHASE OF CONSUMER DURABLES" 
CHAPTER*I 
INTRODUCTION 
A) The r e l a t i v e i n f l u e n c e of t h e manbers of t h e fa ,ly In 
t h e pu rchase of consiilroer d u r a b l e s t 
The b a s i c economic u n i t i n t h e consumer market i s 
t h e f a m i l y . Family i s a compl i ca t ed p u r c h a s i n g o r g a n i s a t i o n 
which i s i nvo lved i n p u r c h a s i n g a v a r i e t y of goods and 
s e r v i c e s . Since a fami ly i s so f a m i l i a r t o u s , we o f t e n f a i l 
t o ^de^xiately c o n s i d e r i t s r e l e v e n c e t o consumer behav iou r . 
A f ami ly can beg de f ined a s two o r more p e r s o n s who 
a r e e i t h e r r e l a t e d by b loo* , ma r r i age o r a d o p t i o n and a r e 
l i v i n g t o g e t h e r . Family can be e i t h e r a n u c l e a r fami ly where 
t h e husband, wife & t h e i r c h i l d r e n l i v e t o g e t h e r i n a 
s e p a r a t e l o d g i n g , o r i t can be ,,^a' 'Joint f ami ly where more 
t h a n one n u c l e a r fami ly s h a r e s t h e home. 
A m a r k e t e r s j o b i s t o unde r s t and consumer b e h a v i o u r . 
For t h i s , i t i s impor tan t f o r him t o unde r s t and t h e r o l e and 
i n f l u e n c e of the members of t h e f a m ^ y i n t h e p u r c h a s i n g 
d e c i s i o n . The major t a s k of t h e iwirketer i s t o i d e n t i f y t h e 
d e c i s i o n making l i n i t involved i n t h e pu rchase of t h e i r 
p r o d u c t . The d e c i s i o n making u n i t can be e i t h e r an i n d i v i d u a l 
o r a groiqp of i n d i v i d u a l s who s h a r e a conmon g o a l which the 
d e c i s i o n w i l l h e l p them t o a c h i e v e i t . Sometimes the d e c i s i o n 
making tinit can e a s i l y be i d e n t i f i e d . For exattple,men are 
the decision making u n i t s regarding tobbacco and c igg»fe t tes , 
and women a re the decision making u n i t for t h e i r under 
garments & cosmet ics . But sometimes the decis ion making un i t 
cannot be e a s i l y iden t i f i ed and a l so d i f f e r s from family to 
family as in thecase of the purchase of Television^ Refr i -
gera tor , automobiles e t c . The purchase of such products 
usua l ly involve husband, wife & older c h i l d r e n . After under-
standing the consximer behaviour and ident i fy ing the decis ion 
ho 
making \ init & the ro le played/can e f f ec t i ve ly t a r g e t h i s 
communication and product f e a t u r e s . 
The d i f f e r en t ro l e s played by d i f f e ren t members of 
the family in t h e buying dec is ion can be termed as fol lows: 
Irfciator : That member of the family who j u s t 
suggests or tVinki ^^ "^ ^^  aiidea of buying a p a r t i c u l a r p roduc t . 
Inf luencer : I s t h a t person who influences the idea 
i n i t i a t e d by the i n t l a t o r . 
Decider : He i s the key person from the marketing p o i n t 
of view. He i s the person who u l t ima te ly determines ^ny p a r t 
o r the v^ole of t h e buying dec i s ion . He takes the f i n a l 
decis ion on whe t h e r to buy/ what to buy; How to buy; when t o 
buy; where t o buy & soon. 
Buyer : He i s the person who makes the ac tua l 
purchase . 
User t i s the person or persons who consiiines., uses 
the product . 
Depending upon the r e l a t i v e influence of d i f f e r en t 
namber of the family in the purchase process , famil ies can be 
divided in to four types as fol lows: 
Ai;toeiatlc.<.'f^ja--atuch fami l ies Husband & Wife take 
equal p a r t i na fec i s ions independently jfiut^^^^^onaniitlng each 
o t h e r . 
Husband dominance : As the name i n d i c a t e s , the husband 
i s dominant. He takes the dec is ions regarding the purchase of 
product for h i s household. 
Wife dominance : This i s qu i t e opposi te t o the prece -
ding one. Here the wife dominates the family & takes the 
dec sions a l l by herse l f for a l l the household products . 
Syncra t ic : in sucih fami l ies both husband & wife 
takes the decis ion for purchasing hoxisehold products j o i n t l y 
by_i3o»stilting each o the r . 
The purchase of consumer durables a l so depends upon 
the economic & s o c i a l s t a t u s bracket in which the family 
f a l l s . Depending upon the income,families can be divided in to 
s ix major s o c i a l c l a s s e s . 
a . Lower Lower : Are a t the bottom of the society 
they kend to be poorly educated & often termed as dwel le r s . 
Usually they have large number of chi ldren & they cannot 
r i s e above t h e i r c l a s s . They are the market for food, and 
cheap c l o t h i n g s . 
^» Upper Lov/ers t They are moderately educated and 
do manual work and l i ve in small houses. The vnVcs clre buiy 
in t h i i r household c h o r e s . TheyKave s u f f i c i e n t to lead t h * i r 
l i f e , without changing t h e i r a c t i v i t i e s . 
*^  • lower Middle : Ttiey are very much concious about 
t h e i r home. They are a market for t he conventional purchasings 
and to some ex ten t include not so expei^sive du rab le s . 
d. Upper Middles : They are career conc ious . They 
be l i eve in educa t ions . They a r e the market for good homes, 
c lo thes , furni t t i re & app l iances . 
e . Loi^r Uppers : Ihey are the people who have 
earned huge income through except iona l a b i l i t y in profession 
or bus iness . They are b a s i c a l l y from middle c l a s s . They are 
the new r ich peop le . They are market for automobiles, houses, 
furni t i i re e t c . 
f. Upper Upper : Are the soc ia l e l i t e who have 
inher i t ed vmlth and are from a well known family background. 
They are a market for expensive jewel le ry , aKtbu«4"®w innovation 
in e l ec t ron ic gadgets & large houses. 
I t has been observed t h a t among the lower incane 
fami l ies the purchase of consumer durables i s a combined 
e 
decis ion of wife & husband whereas In the upper c lasses ,husband 
alone takes the decis ion for consumer dt irables. In the lower 
income fami l ies most of income ava i lab le i s spent on n e c e s s i t i e s , 
so there i s seldom any amoxint l e f t t o be spent on durables* On 
the otherhand in the higher income famil ies , there i s l e s s 
d i spos i t ion t o debate expenditures because there i s enough 
economic te«,w^ . The middle income famil ies are expected 
t o show the g r e a t e s t cooperat ion in making economic decis ion 
because of a s p i r a t i o n s to advance t h e i r s t a t u s . Among the middle 
income fami l ies the npper middle, which includes i n t e l l e c t u a l s 
& profess ionals with moderately^fiigh income, there i s a 
p a r t i c u l a r l y high f requency^f cooperation in making buying 
decis ion because of the need to weigh a l t e r n a t i v e s . 
Conf l ic t ing values of hsusKius husband and wife a l so 
influence the purchase d e c i s i o n s , Furnishing the home, saving 
money, providing for chi ldren a re the objec t ives usual ly 
regarded __jrore_liighly by the wife than by the husband. VJhlle 
husbands are usua l ly the fifst to mention buying new consumer 
p roduc t s . Wives persuade t h e i r husbands to buy low pr iced one. 
S imi lar ly the p a t t e r n of purchase & market for 
consumer products a l so depends upon whether the family i s 
a r u r a l or urban. If the family vesides in r u r a l a reas genera l ly 
the husband does most of the^ household buying. In cont ras t t o 
t h i s in fami l ies res id ing^in c i t i e s the women do most of 
the shopping. 
According to Perber husbands usxially do most of 
the ta lk ing and have the g r e a t e s t influence on the dec i s ion . 
The wife i s a peace maker. However, ne i the r the husband nor 
the wife ^Quld-^redie4: the ro l e each would play in making the 
dec i s ion . I t is '^also seen~~that the p r i n c i p a l purchasing 
u n i t of the family i s the house wife . She normally wishes to 
buy th ings which w i l l p lease the members of the family 
provided i t does not conaic t with her own views of what i s 
r ight^proper , hea l thy , & e s t h e t i c . Through t h e i r behaviour 
however, the o the r family members exe r t p r e s : ^ r e on 
her to buy the th ings t h a t s a t i s f y theljr own des i r e s* 
In shopping for major appl iances l i ke automobiles. 
Television, Refregerator e t c , wife r a r e l y a c t s a lone . The 
products are purchased j o i n t l y . For example,the husband i s 
often credi ted for judgement on mechanical d e t a i l s & operat ion 
of equipment. The wife decides upon the colotar & looks. 
Keeping a l l the poin ts in the mind,the marketers 
must design the product and should cotraiunicate the brand 
fea tures to the s i g h t persons in opaer to increase t he s a l e s . 
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CHAPTER-I I 
EXPERIMENTATION FRAMEWORK 
a . OBJECTIVE OF THE STUDY 
b . PRODUCT SELECTION 
C . SAMPLE PROCEDURE 
( i ) SELECTION OF THE SAMPLE 
( i i ) D E S I G N I N G THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
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CHAPTER I I 
EXPERMENTATION FRAME WORK 
a . Ob jec t i ve of t h e Study % 
The survey i s des igned t o f i n d o u t the r o l e p layed 
by d i f f e r e n t meiribers of t h e fami ly in t h e pu rchase of consxjmer 
d u r a b l e s i n g e n e r a l and t e l e v i s i o n i n p a r t i c u l a r . 
The o b j e c t i v e s of t h e s tudy a r e * 
1 . To find out the i n i t i a t o r among the members of the family 
who i n t i a t e s the idea for the purchase of t e l e v i s i o n . 
2 . To find out the influence** dmong members of the family 
who inf luences the idea i n i t i a t e d by the i n i t i a t o r . 
3 . To find out who among the members of the family takes the 
decis ion in choosing the brand and model of t e l e v i s i o n . 
4 . To find out who i s t h a t member who goes for the ac tua l 
purchase of the TV s e t . 
Besides achieving these ob jec t ives the survey a lso 
he lps 
1 , To know the ro l e of d i f f e r e n t family members under 
d i f f e r en t income groups. 
2 , To know the change in t rend in the decis ion making \ in i ts 
in r e l a t i o n t o education, 
3 , To know whether there i s any s i g n i f i c a n t d i f ference in 
the decis ion making u n i t s a.jiaong j o i n t f ami l i es & 
Nuclear f a m i l i e s . 
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4 , To Icnow whether an earning wife, br ings change/the t rend 
of the decis ion making u n i t . 
In addi t ion to these the survey was a l so designed to 
findout the type of famil ies in d i f fe ren t c a t ego r i e s of 
Income, educat ion, j o i n t & nuclear fami l ies , earning wife e t c . 
I t i s designed t o know the percentage of autocrcjtic, syn t rS t i c , 
husband dominance, wife dominance famil ies in t h e above 
ca t ego r i e s . 
product Select ion : For the s tudy^te lev is ion has been 
cho sen as i t i s s t i l l a consumer durable in I n d i a . By 
knowing the consumer behaviour for t h i s p a r t i c u l a r product 
a Conclusion can be drawn for^x^ther consumer du rab l e s . 
^» Sample Procedure 
( i ) Select ion of the Sample 
T!he bas i c object ive of the study i s to know the 
ro le of d i f f e r e n t members of the family in purchase of TV 
s e t s . A familyTconsidered as a sampling u n i t . The sample 
method adopted to choose the sanple items i s convinience 
sample method, ^he sample s ize was l imited to 200 famil ies 
due to time f a c t o r . But every care was taken t o include 
famil ies represen t ing d i f f e r en t incpme groups ,d i f fe ren t 
q u a l i f i c a t i o n s . J o i n t & XIMQI^T fami l ies & a l so famil ies 
where wives a re a l so eamir^g^erabers of the family. 
11 
The survey was tander-taken in the city of Hyderabad 
because it being a heterogenous cily^conprdses people 
of all social wQj.ks. The residents of this city belong to 
different religions, different languages &. have different 
social attitudes & ofcourse different buying habits. To ref-
lect the general social characteristics of society every care 
was taken while choosing the sample. 
(ii) Designing the questionnaire. 
A questionnaire is a formalised set of questions for 
eliciting information. Although for obtaining the information 
from the respondents^an oral interview could also satisfy 
the need. But here in this survey,a list of questions were 
handed to each respondent who has to go through the questions 
& give the appropriate answer. 
The questionnaire is designed keeping in view the 
objectives of the study. It is addressed to the male member 
who is Qsually the head of the family. For the convenience 
of the respondents, the questionnaire consisted mostly multiple 
choice questions'. The respondents feel easy in answering 
such questions. He was asked to put a tick mark in the 
bracket provided against the answer he thinks appropriate. 
The first question is regarding the family type. 
This question is needed to know whether the respondent belongs 
12 
to a j o i n t family or a nuclear family and then to know the 
s i g n i f i c a n t d i f feren in the decis ion making t ini t in each 
category. 
S imi la r ly , the second quest ion i s asked with the 
objec t ive of knowing the s i g n i f i c a n t d i f ference in the decis ion 
making u n i t in jpamilie^ where the wife i s an earning member 
and where she i s no t . 
The next f ive qnest±0hs were asked in order to know 
the in i t i a to rS j j in f luencors / and ac tua l purchaser in the family, 
in add i t ion to the Brand of the TV s e t owned. 
The quest ionnaire c a r r i e s a quest ion which i s asked 
in order to know the dominant member in the family & the 
views regarding the type of family which i s considered 
most a p p r o p r i a t e . 
The l a s t three ques t ions are regarding educat ion, 
occupation & Income, Ihese a re the independent var iables^ 
depending upon which,the data obtained can be ca tagor i sed . 
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C H A P T E R - I I I 
a . CLASSIFICATION OF FAMILIES ACCORDING TO 
DIFFERENT VARIABLES 
b . INCOME V / s FAMILY TYPE 
c . EARNING AND NON-EARNING WIFE IN DIFFERENT 
INCOME GROUPS. 
d . INITIATION OF IDEA OF PURCHASE OF T . V . S E T S 
IN THE FAMILY. 
e . INFLUENCING THE IDEA OF PURCHASE OF T . V . 
SETS BY DIFFERENT MEMBERS IN THE FAMILY. 
f . BRAND CHOICE IN NUCLEAR AND JOINT FAMILIES. 
g . INCOME V / s ACTUAL PURCHASING U N I T . 
h , LOCUS OP FAMILY AUTHORITY 
( i ) NUCLEAR V / s J o i n t FAMILY 
( i i ) EARNING V / s NON-EARNING WIPE, 
( i i i ) EDUCATIONAL QUALIFICATION GROUP 
( i v ) INCOME GROUP 
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CHAPTBR~III 
ANALYSIS 
For the purpose of da t a c o l l e c t i o n 200 f a m i l i e s were 
c o n t a c t e d . But of t h e s e on ly 172 i n t e r v i e w s o r q u e s t i o n n a i r e 
were answered con5>letely f o r t h e purpose of p r e s e n t s t u d y . 
Data o b t a i n e d h a s been c l a s s i f i e d i n the fo l lowing way 
f o r the purpose of a n a l y s i s . 
A. Family type wise c l a s s i f i c a t i o n 
1. J o i n t Fami ly . 
2 , Nuc lea r Family 
B . w i f e ' s Occupat ion wise c l a s s i f i c a t i o n 
1, Ea rn ing Wife 
2 , House h o l d wife 
C. Educa t ion wise c l a s s i f i c a t i o n 
1 . Undergraduate 
2 . Gradua te 
3 . P o s t g r a d u a t e 
4 . P ro f e s s i o n a l q u a l i f i c a t i o n . 
D. Income wise c l a s s i f i c a t i o n 
1 . Group ( i ) / ( 15500-1000) 
2 . Group ^ i ) (Rs.1001-1500) 
3 . Group ( i i i ) (Rs.1501-2000) 
4 . Group ( iv ) (Rs.2001-2500) 
5 . Group (v) (Rs.2501-3000) 
6 . Group (v i ) (Rs . 3001-3500) 
J5 
of the 172 fami l ies interviewed^124 were nuclear 
famil ies which i s 72.10% and 48 were j o i n t famil ies which 
i s 27.90%. 
Similarly^of the 172 families^ 45 fami l ies had wife 
as an earning member and the remaining 127 were non-earning 
wi e s . This can be represented as 26,17% & 73.83% respec t ive ly , 
When the respondents a re c l a s s i f i e d according to 
t h e i r educat ional q u a l i f i c a t i o n s , i t i s observed t h a t ou t of 
172, 29 were tinder graduates which accounts for 16.86% and the 
number of graduate t o t a l l e d to 57 which i s 33.13% and 33 were 
pos t graduates who occupy 19.18% and the remaining 53 had 
prof e s s iona l q u a l i f i c a t i o n s which r e s u l t s to 30.81%. 
Depending upon the income when the famil ies were 
grouped i t i s seen t h a t 8 out of 172 earned between Rs.SOOfie 
loco . When represented in percentage . i t i s 4.65%. 30 of 
the t o t a l 172 claimed t h a t thejr income i s between Rs.lOOO-
1500. They represen t 17.44%. The next group^that i s between 
Rs.1500 & 2000 were claimed by l a r g e s t nvimber of respondents 
There a re 57 famil ies which occupy 29.65%. In the income 
group of Rs.2000 & 2500 there are 40 fami l ies out of 172 
which i s 23.25%, The next income group i s claimed to be 
earned by 19 famil ies which i s 1 1 . 0 ^ and the Last income 
group of Rs.3000 &3500 was claimed by 24 fami l ies which i s 
13.95%. 
1£ 
The following t a b l e s $ive a c l e a r p i c t u r e of number 
& percentage of famil ies c l a s s i f i e d according to d i f f e r e n t 
v a r i a b l e s . 
Table 1 
TYPE OP FAMILY NUMBER PERCENTAGE 
s s s a s s s s s s s s s s s s s s s s s s s s s s a i s s s s s S E s s B S S s s s s s s s s s s t B s a s s s s s s s s s s s s s s 
1 . NUCLEAR PA14ILY 124 7 2 . 1 % 
2 . arOINT FAMILY 48 27.9% 
TYPE OF WIFE NUMBER PERCENTAGE 
1 . HOUSE HOLD WIFE 127 73 .83% 
2 . EARNING WIFE 45 26 .17% 
T a b l e 3 
8 B s s s z s s a [ i s s s s s s s s a s a e 3 t a a s s s s a a s a 3 S M K S s 3 S s s a s 8 B S s a = a i s s K B 3 B s = : r t z s s s : s = 
EDUCATIONAL QUALIFICATION NUMBER PERCENTAGE 
1 . U n d e r g r a d u a t e 29 16 .86% 
2 . G r a d u a t e 57 33 .13% 
3 . P o s t g r a d u a t e 33 19 .18% 
4 . Prof e s s iona l Qual i f ica t ion 53 30.81% 
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T a b l e 4 
INCOME GROUP NUMBER PERCENTAGE 
501-1000 8 4.6556 
1001-1500 30 17.44% 
1501-2000 57 29 .65% 
2001-2500 40 23 .25% 
2501-3000 19 11.04% 
3001-3500 24 13 .95% 
TABLE 5 
T h i s t a b l e g i v e s t h e b r a n d w i s e d i s t r i b u t i o n o f TV 
s e t s among t h e 172 f a m i l i e s . 
BRAND NAME NUMBER 
Dynora 61 
ECTV 30 
S o l i d i a r e 22 
Weston 13 
U p t r o n 8 
Crown 7 
Al lwyn 6 
T e l e b e r d 4 
T e l e v i s t a 4r 
S t a ^ a r d J^ 
National 3 
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BRAND NAME NUJlS^ 
Ne l co 
Konark 
K e l t r o n 
BPL 
2 
2 
1 
1 
Nicky t a s h a ^ 
Sanyo 
Sony 
V i j a y 
HataaT^i 
1 
1 
1 
19 
Income V/s Family type 
A r e l a t i onsh ip between income & the type of family 
i s drawn from the data ob ta ined . Of the 8 famil ies in the 
income b racke t of Rs.500 & lOOO^six were nuclear famil ies 
and 2 were j o i n t families^ which shows a percentage of 75% 
to 25%. In the next income bracke t of lOOl & 1500 howeversthe 
percentage was lower for nuclear f ami l i e s . Of the 30 fami l ies 
in t h i s group^16 were nuclear & the remaining 14 were j o i n t 
f ami l i e s . The percentage 53.33% & 46.6% i s very near 
to f i f t y f i f t y pe rcen t . In thenext income group 1501-2000 
again an increase in the nuclear famil ies i s no t iced , ou t of 
the 51 fami l ies a«ying in t h i s income group^ 34 belonged to 
nuclear fami l ies & the remaining 17 belonged to j o i n t f a m i l i e s . 
I t can be noted tha t exac t ly ha l f the number of nuclear 
flamilies i s j o i n t famil ies in t h i s income group. The percentage 
of nuclear & j o i n t family in t h i s group i s 66,66% & 33.33% 
respectively.JnUie next inp<$me group of Rs.2001-2500,out of the 
40 fami l ies ,31 c la imed/ tha t they belong to nuclear family 
& the remaining 9 belonged to j o i n t family,which gives a 
percentage r a t i o of 77.5% to 22.5% , In the income group of 
Rs.2501-3000, out of the 19 famil ies ,16 belonged to nuclear type 
of family and the remaining 3 belonged to j o i n t family. 
Their percentage being 84.21%,51.79% r e s p e c t i v e l y . In the 
l a s t & the uppermoj?t income group of Rs.3001-3500,out of 24 
famil ies , 21 belonged to nuclear famil ies & only 3 belonged to 
20 
is Joint type of family. The percentage of i t /ca lcula ted to 
be 87.5% & 12.5% respectively. 
From the above analysis i t can be noted that 
nuclear families are more in number under any income group. 
And not only, th i s i t i s also seen that a t Pi/st the number 
of jo in t families increases,but then as the income increases 
the number of jo in t families s t a r t decreasing.go i t can be 
said that there i s correlat ion between income & the type of 
family. I t can be xinderstoo^ar be t te r from the graph repre-
senting i t . 
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TYPE OF FAMILY IN DIFFERENT INCOME LEVELS AND THEIR 
TYPE OF 
FAMILY 
Nuc l e a r 
Fami ly 
J o i n t %age o f %age o f 
Fami ly N u c l e a r J o i n t 
f a m i l y f a m i l y 
INCOME 
Group ( i ) 
R s . 5 0 0 - 1 0 0 0 75% 25% 
Group ( i i ) 
R s . l 0 0 l - i 5 0 0 16 14 53.33 46.66 
Group (iii) 
Rs,150l-Rs.2000 34 17 66.66 33,33 
Group (iv) 
Rs.2001-2500 31 77.5 22.5 
Group (V) 
Rs.2501-3000 16 84.21 15.78 
Group (vi) 
Rs.3001-3500 21 87.5 12.5 
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Earning & non-earning wife in d i f f e ren t income groups: 
A co r r e l a t i on between earning wives 6e the income 
group to which the family belongs^has been drawn from the 
survey. But of the 8 fami l ies in the f i r s t income group of 
500-1000,4 famil ies had wife as an earning member. Thus the 
percentage in t h i s , i s 50%. In the next income group , tha t i s 
1001-1500, ou t of the 30 fami l i e s ,8 husband claimed t h a t t h e i r 
wives were earning member of t h e i r family whereas the remaining 
27 fami l ies had househodd wives. When the percentage i s 
c l acu la t ed i t comes to 26.66% and 73.33% r e s p e c t i v e l y . Out of 
the 51 fami l ies in the income group of 1501-2000# 12 fami l ies 
have earning wives where a s the remaining 39 famil ies have 
household wives. Their percentage can be represented as 
23,52% & 76,47% r e s p e c t i v e l y . In the case of income group of 
2001-2500,out of the 40 f ami l i e s j l2 had wives who earn for t h e i r 
family and the remaining 28 famil ies had household wives. 
The percentage of earning & non-e^ning wives in t h i s group 
is3oX & 70% r e s p e c t i v e l y . Thesnext income group of 
2501-3000, i s claimed by l y f ami l i e s . Out of 19 famil ies^only 
four have earning wive^ & the remaining 15 famil ies a re with 
non-earning w i v e s . ' ^ e percentage i s 21.05% & 78.95%. In the 
l a s t income group of 3001-3500,there a re 5 famil ies who 
have earning wives out of the 24 f a m i l i e s . The remaining 19 
25 
famil ies have household wives. The percentage of earning 
& non-earning wives in t h i s group is .20.83% & 79.17%. 
Prom the above ana lys i s i t i s noted t h a t there 
i s not a p e r f e c t c o r r e l a t i o n between income & Sisning earning 
wife . But i t can be said t h a t a s the dncome increases the 
percentage of e«ivning wife decreases . 
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NUMBER OF EARNING & NON-EARNING WIFE IN EACH INCOME GROUP 
TYPE OP 
WIFE 
EARNING K)N-EARNING %age of %age of 
WIFE WIFE Earning Non-earning 
wife wife 
INCOME 
Group (i) 
Rs.501-1000 50 50 
Rs?5fBoi-r500 8 22 26.66 7 3 . 3 3 
Group ( i i i > 
Rs.1501-2000 12 39 23.52 76.47 
Group ( iv) 
Rs.2001-2500 12 28 30 70 
Group (V) 
Rs.2501-3000 4 
Group (viX 
Rs.3001-3500 
15 
19 
21.05 
20.63 
78.95 
79.16 
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In i t i a t ion of Idea of purchase of TV sets in the family 
I t has been observed that out of 172 respondents, 
29 were undergraduate. Out of these 29 families of luider 
graduates in8fami l i e s , the idea purchasing the TV set was 
iriitiated by husbands. In 3 families, wife in i t i a t ed the idea 
of pujxihasing T.V. Children play a very important role in 
the in i t i a t ion of idea of purchasing TV in the families of 
undergraduates. I t i s noted that out of 29 families,in 12 
families,the idea of purchasing the TV set was in i t i a ted by 
children. Wife & Chilren combinedly in i t i a t ed the idea of 
purchasing TV in 3 families^ whereas in 2 families Husband & 
Chilren jo in t ly in i t ia ted the idea of purchasing the TV. in 
only one family of undergraduate^wife & husband joint ly 
in i t i a ted the idea of purchasing the TV. 
In the case of graduates^ were 57 out of 172 
respondents. Out of these 57 families,in 22 families^ husband 
in i t i a ted the idea of purchasing the TV. whereas only in 7 
families/graduates^ wife in i t i a t ed the idea of purchasing the 
TV s e t s . The children o^^raduates 'family though in i t i a t ed 
the idea of the purchasing TV, but there were only 9 families 
w^re children in i t ia ted the idea of purchasing TV. in 11 
families of graduates,both wife St children jo in t ly i n i t i a t ed 
the idea of purchasing TV sets,whereas in only 2 families, 
husband & children jo in t ly in i t i a ted the idea of purchasing 
28 
the TV. In the 5 families^the idea of purchasing TV sets 
was in i t i a t ed | o in t ly by wife & husband. In only one family 
the idea was in i t i a ted by person other than from within the 
family. 
The Families of post-graduate Husbands numbred to 
33 out of 172 respondents. Of these 33 families, in 10 families 
the idea of purchasing TV was in i t i a ted by husbandyinitiated 
the idea of purchasing TV in 3 families.children of post-
graduate husband in i t i a ted the idea of purchasing OT sets 
in 7 families out of 33. In 5 families wife & children 
jo in t ly in i t i a t ed the idea of purchasing the TV set where 
as in only two families husband & children in i t i a ted the 
idea jointly.Wife & husband in i t i a ted in 19 families out 
of 33. In 2 families i t was i n i t i a i t ed by persons other t> i^ 
from within the family. 
The number of families where the husband has 
professional qualif icat ion i s 53 out of 172. Out of these 
53 families^in 19 families, husband in i t i a t ed the idea of 
purchasing the TV s e t s . In only 7 families of professional 
group, wife in i t i a ted the idea of purchasing the TV se t . 
Children of the professionaJJLqualified husband in i t i a ted 
the idea of purchasing the TV set in as many as 9 families. 
In 8 families both wife & children jo in t ly in i t i a ted the 
idea of purchasing the TV se t . In only 3 families husband 
^od children jo in t ly in i t i a t ed the idea of purchasing the 
29 
TV s e t . In 4 famil ies of professionaiyi^ual if ied husbands^ both 
wife & husband j o i n t l y i n i t i a t e d the idea of purchasing TV. 
In 3 fami l ies the idea of purchasing the TV was i n i t i a t e d 
by person other than from within family. 
Prom the above ana lys i s i t i s noted t h a t in majori ty 
of the fami l ies of tondergraduates, ch i ld ren i n i t i a t e d the 
idea of purchasing TV which i s about 41.37%. Husbands a l so 
i n i t i a t e d the idea of purchase of TV but i t was only 27.53%. 
But in the famil ies of graduates ch i ld ren i :, were not 
respons ib le for the idea of purchase of TV. in 38.51%^husband 
alone i n i t i a t e d the idea of purchase of TV,where as ch i ld ren 
i n i t i a t e d in only 15.78% of c a s e s . Children & Wife j o i n t l y ^re 
followed by Husband and ch i ld ren in graduates as well as i^ 
xindergraduates. In the fami l ies of pos t -gradua tes a l so the 
trend i s s imi la r to graduates , where husbands accoxont for 30.30% 
for the idea of purchasing TV,which i s followed by ch i ld ren 
who account for 21.21%. Here again the ch i ld ren & wife j o i n t l y 
i n i t i a t i n g the idea of purchasing the TV takes the t h i r d p l a c e . 
The trend i s s imi lar in profess iona l group. 
So i t can be sa id t h a t except in the famil ies of 
xindergraduates in a l l the o ther educat ional groups, husband 
i n i t i a t e s the idea of purchasing of TV. 
(Chart follows) 
1 . Education v / s I n i t i a t o r of purchase of TV 
2. Percentage of var ious members of family for the in i t ia t ion 
of idea of piirchase of T.v. 
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Influencing the idea of purchase of TV s e t s 
by d i f f e r e n t members in the family 
The idea of purchasing TV s e t i s influenced by 
d i f f e r e n t members in d i f f e r e n t f ami l i e s . An ana lys i s of the 
data obtained through the survey gives us a p i c t u r e of the 
trend of inf luencers in var ious ca tagor ies of f ami l i e s . 
Out of the 29 fami l ies of undergraduates 
interviewed, in 9 families^nodJaay body influenced the idea 
of purchase of TV which accounts for 31.03%, While in f ive 
famil ies ,wife influenced the idea which i s 17,2494. The 
ch i ld ren of undergraduate fa the rs , in f luenced the idea in 
lO famil ies which accounts for the l a r g e s t percentage among 
nnder g r adua t e s . I t i s 34,4%,wife & Children j o i n t l y influenced 
in 5 families^which accoxints for 17,24%, 
A s imi lar ana ly s i s of the fami l ies of graduate 
husbands shows t h a t out of 57 families^ in 24 famil ies nobody 
influenced the idea of purchasing TV. This accounts for the 
l a r g e s t percentage among faanilies of graduates,which i s 4 2.10%. 
In 12 families^wife influenced the idea of purchasing the TV 
which was i n i t i a t e d in t h e i r family. Wives account for 21,05% 
of fami l ies in thfluencing the idea of purchasing the TV s e t . 
Children of gradviate f a the r s influenced in 13 famil ies ou t of 
57 which i s 22.80%. Both wife & chi ldren j o i n t l y influenced 
the idea in 8 families,which accounts for 14.03%. 
34 
The next categoiY of educat ional q u a l i f i c a t i o n i s 
of ] ^ s t g radua te s . Tota l ly 33 families,wkere the husband has 
pos t graduate qua l i f i ca t ions ,were in terviewed. Out of the 33 
famil ies , in lO f ami l i e s , t he husbands claimed t h a t they were 
not influenced by an^^ody for purchasing the TV, This group 
accoxints for 30.30%,whereas in 6 famil ies the itirives influenced 
the idea of purchasing TV s e t which accounts for 18.18%,the l e a s t 
percentage in t h i s ca tegory . Children influenced the idea of 
purchasing TV s e t in 7 families,which accounts for 21.21%. 
In 10 fami l ies ,both ch i ld ren and wife influenced the idea, 
which accounts for 30.30%,which i s equal to the percentage of 
fami l ies where nobody influenced the i d e a . 
An ana lys i s of the famil ies where the husband has 
profess iona l qua l i f ica t ions , shows t h a t ou t of 53 f a m i l i e s , i n 
19 famil ies the h u ^ a n d s claim t h a t they did not purchase the 
TV by g e t t i n g influenced by §jfiy body. An equal nvintoer (19) 
of fami l ies say tha t the/wife influenced the idea of purchase 
of TV which accounts for 35.84%. In seven famil ies of t h i s 
category, Children^4jifluenced the idea of purchasing the TV, 
which accounts to 13.20%. In the remaining famil ies i . e . 8 
in number,botj? wife & bhi ldren J o i n t l y influenced the idea , 
which accounts for 15.09%. 
Prom the above a n a l y s i s , i t i s noted t h a t in the 
famil ies of under graduate husbands^children influenced the 
idea of pujrchase of TV in maximum fami l i e s . The next l a r g e s t 
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percentage is of the group of families which claim that 
nobody influenced them, in purchasing the TV,whereas if we 
see the trend in the families of graduate husbands it will 
be noted that a maximum percentage claims that no body 
influenced them in the purchase of TV. The next highest 
percentage goes to children. But in the case of families 
of postgraduate husbands, it is seen that the highest percen-
tage however goes to the group where nobody influenced theni. 
But the samepercentage is claimed by both wife ^ children 
jointly. In the category of professiona%qualified husbands^ 
an equal percentage is claimed by both groups where one claimed 
jhobody influenced them in the purchasing of TV, and the other was 
where wife influenced them in the purchasing of T»V. 
Prom this^ it can be said that except in the 
families of xindergraduate husbands, in all the other cate-
gories, mostly for the purchase of TV sets nobody influenced 
thetn, whereas in the families of undergraduates, children 
influenced them in purchasing the T.V, 
Charts follows: 
1. Education V/s influencers. 
2. Percentage of different families under different catagories. 
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EDUCATION V ^ s INFLUENClNG^THE^IDEA_OF_PURCHASING_OP_^TV_SET 
WIFE CHILDREN 
S 10 
12 13 
6 7 
WIFE & 
CHILDREN 
5 
8 
10 
MEMBERS OF 
FAMILY NOBODY 
EDUCATION 
UNDER GRADUATE !> 
GRADUATE 24 
POST GRAUDATE iQ 
PROFESSIONAL 
QUALIFICATION l 9 19 7 8 
PERCENTAGE OF VARIOUS MEMBERS OF THE FAMILY WHO INFLUENCED 
fHE"lDEA~0F~PURCHASS~0F~TV~SETS~IN"EACH~EDDCATI6NAL^ 
?555II55?I?5110!B915?55E 
MEMBERS OF NOBODY WIFE CHILDREN WIFE & 
FAMILY CHILDREN 
UNDERGRADUATE 3 1 . 0 3 1 7 . 2 4 3 4 . 4 8 1 7 . 2 4 
GRADUATE 4 2 . 1 0 2 1 . 0 5 2 2 . 6 0 1 4 . 0 3 
POSTGRADUATE 3 0 . 3 0 1 8 . 1 8 2 1 . 2 1 3 0 . 3 0 
PROFESSIONAL 
QUALIFICATION 3 5 . 8 4 3 5 . 8 4 1 3 . 2 0 1 5 . 0 9 
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Brand choice in nuclear & joint families; 
The decision for purchasing a particular brand of 
set is taken by different members in different families. 
The change in teend in Brand choice in nuclear & joint 
families is fd&d out from the survey tinder taken. 
Out of the 172 families inteirviewed>124 belonged 
to nuclear families. Out of these 124 families^ in 81 families, 
the Brand choice was done by husbands which accovints for 65.3o%, 
Where «rs wife took the decision regarding the Brand,only in 7 
families,which is 5.64%, In IQ families,children took the 
decision regarding Brand, Which accounts for 8.06%. Both 
wife & children jointly made the brand choice in 6 families 
out of 124 families^which comes to 4.83%. 14 families claim 
that the Brand choice was made by wife & husband jointly. It 
comes to 11.29%. In 6 families^the husband with children 
decided upon the brand of the set to be purchased,which accounts 
for 4.83%. 
In the joint families,a similar analysis shows 
that out of 48 families interviewed,32 claim that the 
husband is responsible for the Brand choice which accounts 
for 66,66%. In 3 families,the wife made the choice regarding 
Brand which accounts to 6.25%. In 4 joint families,children 
took the decision regarding the brand which accounts for 8,33%. 
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Only onejoint family claims that wife & children jointly 
took the decision regarding the Brand to be purchased, 
Whereas both wife & husband Jointly decided upon the brand 
to bw purchased in 7 families^which comes to 14,58%. Both 
children & husband jointly decided upon the brand in only 
one family^ which is 2.08%. 
Prom the above analysis,it can be concluded that 
there is no significant change in taking the decision 
regarding brand in Nuclear & Joint families. In Both nuclear 
& joint families^almost a equal percentage & which is the 
highest,is claimed by husbands. So,it can be said that Brand 
Choice is done by Husbands. 
Charts: 
1. Brand choices in Nuclear & Joint families. 
2. Percentage of the above chart. 
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BRAND CHOICE IN N U C L E A R _ & _ J 0 I N T _ F A M I L I E S 
MEMBERS OF HUSBAND WIPE CHILDREN WIPE & WIPE & CHIIiDREN 
FAMILY CHILDREN HUSBAND &HUSBAND 
TYPE OF FAMILY 
t 
NUCLEAR 
FAMILY 8 1 7 10 6 14 6 
JOINT 
FAMILY 32 3 4 1 7 1 
PERCENTAGE OP DIFFERENT M E M B E R S _ _ 0 F _ T H E _ F A M I L Y _ W H 0 _ T A K E S _ T H E 
DECISION OP BRAND CHOICE ON NUCLEAR_&_JOlNT__FAMILIES. 
MEMBERS OP HUSFAND WIFE CHILDREN WIPE & WIFE CHILDREN 
FAMILY CHILDREN HUSBAND &HUSBAND 
TYPE_OF_ FAMILY 
NUCLEAR F 
FAMILY 6 5 . 3 2 5 . 6 5 8 . 0 6 4 . 8 3 1 1 . 2 9 4 . 8 3 
JOINT 
FAMILY 6 6 . 6 6 6 . 2 5 8 . 3 3 2 . 0 8 1 4 . 5 8 2 . 0 8 
4 1 
T^nWmfip s^AHo cJtm€€-
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Income v /s Actual pxirchasing u n i t 
Actual purchasing u n i t i s t h a t member of the family^ 
who went to the shop to purchase the s e t . The ac tua l 
ptirchasing u n i t can be anybody. I t can be e i t h e r the husband 
or the wife or chi ldren or a combination. The ques t ionnai re 
contained a question where the respondents were asked about 
the ac tua l purchasing u n i t . 
In d i f f e r en t ca t ego r i e s of Income groups the ac tua l 
purchasing u n i t in the family was determined. The following 
ana lys i s shows the difference in trend in the ac tua l 
purchasing u n i t in d i f f e r e n t c a t a ^ o r i e s . 
In the group (i) where the income i s between Rs.501-
Rs.lOOO, there a re t o t a l l y 8 famil ies oa t of which in 3 
f ami l i e s , t he husband was the ac tua l purchasing u n i t , which 
accounts for the l a r g e s t percentage of 37.5%. In one family 
the ch i ld ren were the a c t u a l purchasing u n i t which comes to 
12.5%^while in 2 famil ies both husband & wife j o i n t l y went 
to purchase the set^which accounts for 25%^while in o ther 
2 fami l ies Husband with the chi ldren went to purchase the 
se t which accounts for 259t. 
In the next income group where the income drawn i s 
between Rs.1001-1500, the t o t a l number of famil ies i n t e r r aga t ed 
were 30 • Out of these 30 f ami l i e s , in 14 famil ies . Husband 
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alone went to purchase the TV set,which again accovmts for 
the l a r g e s t percentage of 4 6.44% in t h i s group, in 2 families^ 
wife alone went to purchase the s e t which i s 6.66%« Children 
a re the purchasing u n i t in 8 famil ies which means t h a t in 10% 
of the fami l ies of t h i s group, chi ldren go for purchasing 
TV s e t s , wife alongwith her ch i l d r en / t o purchase TV s e t in 
4 fami l ies which accounts for 14.33%, Both husband & wife 
j o i n t l y went to purchase the s e t in 6 families,which i s 20%. 
Only in one family of t h i s group ^children & husband went to 
purchase the TV se t which accounts for 3,33%, 
The t h i r d income group includes these famil ies where 
the income of the family l i e s between Rs.1501-2000. The 
t o t a l number of famil ies interviewed in t h i s group are 5 1 . 
Out of these^ in 26 famil ies , husbands went to p urchase the s e t 
which accounts for the h ighes t percentage of 50.98%» In only 
ane family,wife went to purchase the s e t which accounts for 
1.96%, In four fami l ies of t h i s groups chi ldren went to 
purchase the set.which i s 7.84%, Both wife & chi ldren j o i n t l y 
went to purchase the s e t in only one family which i s 1.96%, 
Whereas in 13 fami l ies ,both husband & wife together went to 
purchase the s e t which accotints for 25.49%. In 6 fami l ies 
belonging to t h i s income group,husband & ch i ld ren were the 
ac tua l purchasers which i s 11.76%. 
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In the income group of Rs.2001-2500 the t o t a l nuniber 
of respondents interviewed a re 40 . Out of these 40 f ami l i e s , 
in 21 families,husband made act\ ial purchase,which accounts 
for 52.5%. The wife, the ch i ld ren and the wife & chi ldren 
jo in t ly ,were the purchasing u n i t in one family each which i s 
2,5%. In lO famil ies , wife & husband together went to purchase 
the set ,which accounts for 25%. In 6 f ami l i e s , ch i ld ren & 
husband went to purchase the TV s e t which i s 15%. 
The next group of income cottprises of famil ies where 
the income i s between Rs.2501-3000. The t o t a l number of 
famil ies belonging to t h i s group are 19 . Out of these^in 10 
famil ies Husband went to purchase the set^which accounts 
for 52.56%. In one family,wife was the a c t u a l purchasing u n i t 
which i s 5.26%^ where as in 2 famil ies^chi ldren went to 
purchase the s e t accoiantinjfor 10.52%. In 5 famil ies ,wife 
& husband together went to purchase the stt^which accounts 
for 26.31%. In one family, ch i ld ren & husband together were 
c red i t ed as ac tua l purchasers,which accounts for 5.26%. 
The upper most income group include^ famil ies 
who claim to have income between Rs.3001-3500. The t o t a l 
niuriber of fami l ies who were interviewed during t h i s svirvey 
were 24. Of t h i s 24, 14 fami l ies say t h a t the husband went 
to pvirchase the se t which account for 58.33%, In 2 fami l ies 
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of t h i s grpup, wife went to purchase the s e t which i s 8«33%, 
In only one family the ch i ld ren were c r e d i t e d for going to 
purchase the s e t . Both wife & husband toge ther went to purchase 
the s e t in 5 famil ies , which accounts for 20.83%^ whereas in 
only 2 fami l ies ch i ldren 6e husband together went to purchase 
the set ,which i s 8.33%. 
From the above ana ly s i s i t can be sa id t h a t in a l l the 
income groups, husband i s the ac tua l purchasing u n i t in 
maximum nxirober of f a m i l i e s . The next h ighes t percentage of 
families/Vhere both husband & wife j o i n t l y went to ptorchase 
the s e t . wife alone went to purchase in l e a s t number of 
famil ies in a l l the income groups. 
Chart: 
1 . Income V/s TlctutiL ?urcK9ising Unit 
2. percentage of the above chart. 
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ACTUAL PURCHASE MADE BY DIFFERENT MEMBERS OF THE FAMILY 
IN VARIOUS INCOME GROUPS 
MEMBEJIS OF HUSBAND WIFE CHILDREN WIFE & WIFE & CHILDREN & 
FAMILY CHILDREN HUSBAND HUSBAND 
INCOME 
G r o u p ( i j ) 
R s . 5 0 1 - 1 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 2 2 
G r o u p ( i i ) 
R s . 1 0 0 1 - 1 5 0 0 14 
G r o u p ( i i i ) 
R s . 1 5 0 1 - 2 0 0 0 26 1 4 1 13 
G r o u p ( i v ) 
R s . 2 0 0 1 - 2 5 0 0 21 1 1 1 10 
G r o u p (« ) 
R s . 2 5 0 1 - 3 0 0 0 lO 1 2 0 
G r o u p ( v i ) 
R s . 3 0 0 1 - 3 5 0 0 14 2 1 0 
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PERCENTAGE OF OIFFERENT_MEMBERS__OF__raE^FAMILY_^WTO__WENT_TO 
TV SETS IN DIFPERENT__INC0ME GROUPS 
MEMBERS OP HUSBAND WIFE CHILDREN WIFE & WIFE & CHILDREN & 
2MiiI==================»============a====SSife§i2S=^HUSiMB_aHy§BANe__._^ 
INCOME 
Group ii) 
Rs.501-1000 37.5 0 12.5 0 25 25 
Group (ii) 
Rs.1001-1500 46.66 6.66 lO 13,33 20 3.33 
Group ( i i i ) 
Rs.1501-2000 50.98 1.96 7.84 1.96 25.49 11 .76 
Group ( iv) 
Rs.2001-2500 52.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 15 
Group (V) 
Rs.25081-3000 52.63 5.26 10.52 0 26.31 5.26 
Group (vi) 
Rs.3001-3500 58.33 8.33 4.16 0 20.83 8.33 
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Locus of Family a u t h o r i t y 
As s t a t ed e a r l i e r the ques t ionnai re contained a 
quest ion which was asked with the ob jec t ive of knowing the 
type of family preffered and the opinion for taking decis ion 
regarding household du rab l e s . As s t a t ed in the in t roduc t ion , 
depending upon the locus of the au tho r i t y in the family^Her-b** 
di-\rided fc^mijies in to four groups as fol lows: 
^« Synoratic : In such f ami l i e s , t he dec is ions regarding 
the purchase of household products a re made j o i n t l y where 
both wife & husband a re equal ly involved. 
2« Autocrat ic : In t h i s type of family, the decision regarding 
the purchase of household product a re made in-dependently 
by wife fit husband^without consul t ing each o t h e r . 
^« Husband dominance j As the name indica tes^here the husband 
dominates and hence takes a l l the decision regarding the 
pxorchase of household p roduc t s . 
4 , Wife dominance : In such famil ies .wife i s the dominating 
member & she oakes the dec i s ions regarding the purchase of 
household p roduc t s . 
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Pa t t e rn of preference for taking decis ion regarding 
household products by y i f e &_husband in. Nuclear St 
J o i n t famil ies* 
1 . Syncrat ic family : In nuclear famil ies where the t o t a l 
number of respondents interviewed are 124, 110 i . e . 88.70% 
famil ies agree on taking decis ions where both wife & husband 
a re j o i n t l y involved. 7 ou t of 124 f a m i l i e i s i . e . 5.64% 
ne i the r agree nor disagree upon j o i n t d e c i s i o n s . Whereas 
the remaining 7 famil ies i . e . 5.64% disagree for j o i n t 
decision making. 
b . J o i n t Family : Out of the t o t a l number of 48 j o i n t 
famil ies ; 43 i . e . 89.58% agrees with Syncrat ic type of family, 
while 4 ou t of 48 i . e . 8.33% ne i the r agrees nor d isagrees 
with such type of family.6nly one j o i n t family i . e . 2,08% 
disagrees on taking j o i n t decision^ Where both husband 6e 
wife a r e equal ly involved. 
2 . Autocrat ic Family 
a . Nuclear Family : For a u t o c r a t i c type of family 65 ou t 
of 124 i . e . 52.41% agrees^while 9 i . e . 7,25% famil ies n e i t h e r 
agrees nor d i sag rees . The remaining 50 i . e . 40.329S of the 
nuclear f ami l i e s ,d i sagrees on taking dec is ions for household 
products independently without consul t ing each o t h e r . 
b . J o i n t Family : Out of the 48 j o i n t fami l ies interviewed, 
27 i . e . 56.25% agrees upon taking decis ion for the purhcase 
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of household tMSmp a r t i c l e s independelitly. While 6 fami l ies 
i . e . 12.5% ne i the r agrees nor d isagrees upon i t , 15 J o i n t 
famil ies i . e . 31,25% disagrees with a u t o c r a t i c type of family. 
3 . Husband dominance 
a . Nuclear Family i A major i ty of the nuclear famil ies i . e . 
106 out of 124^disagrees with t h i s type of family which comes 
to 85.48%»and only 12 i . e . 9.69% agrees with husband taking 
a l l the decis ions regarding the purchase of household 
of produc t s . There are 6 out/124 i . e . 4.83% nuclear famil ies 
T^Kere the purchase of household goodsTa-y Kuc6a.ftd. is Kali 
b . J o i n t Family : In J o i n t famil ies a l so a l a rge r percentage 
disagrees with the husband dominant f a m i l i e s . Out of 45 
Jo in t fami l ies ,35 i . e . 72.9% disagrees with i t , w h i l e 9 
famil ies i . e . 18.75% agrees with such type of family. The 
ranaining 4 famil ies which a re 8.33% n e i t h e r agrees nor d i s -
agrees with husband dominant f ami l i e s . 
4 . Wife dominants 
a . Nuclear Family : Out of the 124 nuclear famil ies ,67 i , e , 
54.03% agrees with wife taking the decis ion regarding 
purchase of a l l the household p roduc t s . While 49 i . e . 35.48% 
disagrees with i t and there a r e 13 fami l ies i . e . lo.48% who 
ne i the r agree nor d is-agree with wife dominanCfi-
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b . J o i n t family : Out of the 48 j o i n t familieS/29 i . e . 
60.41% agree with the idea of wife taking a l l the dec i s ions 
regarding the pxirchase of household p roduc t s . 13 famil ies 
i . e . 25.08% disagrees with such type of f a m i l i e s . There a r e 
6 famil ies i . e . 12.5% who ne i the r agree nor disagree with 
wife dominant type of f a m i l i e s . 
From the ana lys i s i t can be noted t h a t the trend of 
preference in both nuclear & j o i n t family i s s imi lar with 
some d i f f e r ences . Syncratic type of family i s favoured by 
•thwi 
a higher percentage of j o i n t fami ly / tha t of nuclear ones 
& s imi l a r ly the au toc ra t i c type of family i s a l so pref fered 
by a higher percentage of j o i n t family than t h a t of nuclear 
family. For the husband dominant type of f ami l i e s , a l a r g e r 
percentage of nuclear fami l ies go aga in s t a s compared to the 
j o i n t famil ies^ While for the wife dominant type of family 
a la rge percentage of j o i n t family agrees with i t in 
comparison to nuclear f a m i l i e s . 
Table ^bllowj: 
1 . Number wise . 
2 . Percentage wise. 
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PATTERN OF PREFERENCE IN TAKING DECISIONS FOR HOUSEHOLD 
PRODUCTS IN NUCLEAR & JOINT FAMILIES 
TYPE OF 1 2 3 4 
DECISION JOINT INDEPENDENT HUSBAND WIFE 
DECISION DECISION DECISION DECISION 
TYPE OF FAMILY 
NUCLEAR 
JOINT 
FAMILY 
FAMILY 
A 
N 
D 
A i 
H 
(D 
4 3 
4 
1 
1 1 0 
7 
7 
65 
9 
50 
27 
6 
15 
1 2 
6 
1 0 6 
9 
4 
35 
67 
13 
44 
29 
6 
1 3 
PERCENTAGE OF PATTERN OF PREFERENCE IN TAKING DEiCI0ION »8R 
IN NUCLErtR & JOINT FAMILIES 
TYPE OF J 1 2 3 4 
DECISION JOINT INDEPENDENT HUSBAND WIFE 
DECISION DEICSION DECISION DiiCIDES 
TYPE OF_FAMILY 
NUCLEAR A 8 8 . 7 0 5 2 . 4 9 . 6 7 5 4 . 0 3 
FAMILY 
N 5 . 6 4 7 . 2 5 4 . 8 3 1 0 . 4 8 
D 5 . 6 4 4 0 . 3 2 8 5 . 4 8 3 5 . 4 8 
JOINT A 89.50 56.25 18.75 60.4 
FAMILY 
N 8,33 12.5 8.33 12.5 
D 2.08 31.75 72.9 25.08 
A = agree; N = Neither agree nor disagree; D = disagree 
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Pat te rn of preference In taking decis ions 
whea ibfi wif^ is. MB. earning member &_ when 
ghg's npt} 
Syncratic family 
When the respondents a re ca tagor i sed according to 
wi fe ' s occupation and analysed^ i t i s seen t h a t ou t of 
127 fami l ies where wife i s a non-earning member. 111 
famil ies agree with syncra t ic type of family,whereas 
11 ne i the r disagree nor agree with syncra t ic type of 
family. But 5 famil ies d isagree with syncra t i c type of 
family. In terms of percentage i t can be expressed as 87.40% 
of the fami l ies where wife i s not earning member , agree 
for taking j o i n t decis ions for purchase of household products 
and 8.66% ne i the r agree nor disagree with such type of d e c i -
sion making and only 3,93% disagree for taking j o i n t dec is ion , 
In the case of fami l ies where wife i s an earning 
member, ou t of 45 «uch famil ies ,42 agree with syncra t ic type 
of family and 3 famil ies disagree with such type of family. 
S o , i t can be said t h a t 93.33% agree for taking j o i n t decis ion 
and 6.66% disagree for taking ^o in t dec i s ion . 
Autocrat ic Family 
Out of 127 famil ies where wife i s a non-earning 
member, 71 famil ies agree with au toc ra t i c <bype of family^ 
while 12 fami l ies ne i the r agree nor d isagree with such type 
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of family. There are 44 fami l ies out of 127 who disagree 
with a u t o c r a t i c type of family. In terms of percentage i t 
can be expressed as 55.90% agree on taking decis ions in-
-depently while 34.64% disagree for independent decision 
t ak ing . The remaining 9.44% ne i the r agree nor disagree 
for taking decis ion independently. 
In the case of fami l ies where wife i s an earning 
member of the family^out of 45 famil ies interviewed^21 agree 
with a u t o c r a t i c type of family while an equal number of 21 
disagree with such type of family. 3 fami l ies ne i ther agree 
nor d isagree * i t h such type of family. So, i t can be s l i d 
t h a t in the case of famil ies where wife i s an earning 
member^46.66% agree on taking decision indepent ly while 
there i s another 46.66%^ who disagree with taking dec is ions 
indepenfily. 6.66% famil ies ne i the r agree nor disagree with 
such type of decision t a k i n g s . 
Husband dominance : In fami l ies where wife i s a non-eariiing 
member,out of 127, 17 fami l ies agree with Husband dominant 
famil ies while 9 famil ies ne i the r d isagree nor agree with 
such type of f ami l i e s . But there a re lOl fami l ies out of 127^ 
who d isagree with Husband dominant type of f ami l i e s . So^ i t 
can be sa id t h a t only 38% agree with fami l ies where husband 
takes decision^ VJhile 79.52% disagree with such f ami l i e s . Only 
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7»08% fami l ies ne i the r agree nor disagree with famil ies 
where Hasband alone takes decis ion regarding the purchase of 
household p roduc t s . 
In famil ies where wife i s an earning member/out 45 
famil ies interviewed^only 4 agree with husband dominant 
famil ies while 4o famil ies disagree with such f ami l i e s . Only 
1 family mn± ne i the r agree nor disagree with husband dominant 
f ami l i e s . In terms of percentage i t can be expressed as 8.88% 
agree with famil ies where husband alone takes decision for 
household products while ten times i . e . 88.88% disagree with 
such purchase dec i s ions . Only 2.22% n e i t h e r agree nor d isagree 
with fami l ies where husband alone decides about t^jep\irchase 
for h i s house. 
Wife dominance 
Out of 127 famil ies where wife i s a non-earning member, 
73 fami l ies agree with wife dominant fami l ies while 38 d isagree 
with wife dominant f a m i l i e s . There a re 16 famil ies out of 127^ 
who ne i the r agree nor disagree with such type of f ami l i e s . This , 
when expressed in terms of percentages i t comes to 57.78% fami l ies 
who agree with famil ies where wife alone takes decis ions 
regarding household p roduc t s . Where as 29.92% disagree with 
such decis ion making. 12.59% ne i ther agree nor disagree 
with wife alone taking dec is ions for household p roduc t s . 
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Out of 45 families wfeere wife is an earning member, 
23 families agree upon wife dominant families while 19 
families disagrees upon it. However^3 families neither 
agree nor disagree with wife dominant families. So^it 
can be said that 51.11% of families where wife is an earning 
member §grees on wife alone taking decisions for household 
products. While 42,22% disagrees with it. 6,66% neither 
agrees nor disagrees with such type of decision takings. 
Prom the above analysis it is seen that there is no 
significant difference in opinions in families where wife 
is an earning member & where she is not. 
Table follows: 
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PATTERN OP PREFERENCE IN TAKING L I E C I S I O N S FOR HOUSE HOLD 
PRODUCTS WHEN WIFE I S AN EARNING MEMBER & WHEN SHE I S NOT 
TYPE OF 1 2 3 4 
DECISION JOINT INDEPENDENT HUSBAND WIFE 
DECISION DECISION JECISION DECIDES 
NON- A 111 71 17 7 3 
EARNING 
WIFE N 11 12 9 1 6 
D 5 44 i Q l 38 
EARNING A 4 2 21 4 23 
WIFE 
N O 3 1 3 
D 3 21 4 0 19 
PERCENTAGE OF PATTERN OF PREFERENCE TAKING DECISION WHEN 
WIFE IS AN EARNING MEMBERS S WHEN SHE IS NOT 
TYPE OF 
DECSSION 
= = = = = = = = = = = : 
NON- A 
EARNING 
KS^SSSSt. N 
WIPE 
D 
EARNING A 
KZKIBSR 
WFE N 
D 
1 
JOINT 
DECISION 
=»============: 
8 7 . 4 0 
8 . 6 6 
3 . 9 3 
9 3 . 3 3 
0 
6 , 6 6 
2 
INDEPENDENT 
DECISION 
= = = = = = = = = = = = 
5 5 . 9 0 
9 . 4 4 
3 4 . 6 4 
4 6 . 6 6 
6 . 6 6 
4 6 . 6 6 
3 
HUSBAND 
DECISION 
;=========; 
1 3 . 3 8 
7 . 0 8 
7 9 . 5 2 
8 . 8 8 
2 . 2 2 
8 8 . 8 8 
4 
WIFE 
DECIDES 
= = = = = = = = = = = 
4 7 . 4 8 
1 2 . 5 9 
2 9 . 9 2 
5 1 . 1 1 
6 . 6 6 
4 2 , 2 2 
A = Agree; N = Neither agreed nor disagree; D = Disagree. 
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Pat te rn of preference to take decis ions in 
various educat ional q u a l i f i c a t i o n avovpss 
1• Syncratic Family s 
a . Under graduate : Out of the t o t a l 29 famil ies , w,ere the 
husbands a re undergraduate^26 famil ies agree upon Syncratic 
type of family where as 3 famil ies ne i the r agree nor disagree 
Aith such type of families.when escpressed in terms of 
percentages^ i t comes to 89.65% of the fami l ies of xinder-
graduate agree for j o i n t decis ion where both wife & husband 
a re equal ly involved. And the reitaining 10.84% ne i the r agree 
nor d isagree with such type of dec i s ion . 
b . Graduates : The t o t a l number of fami l ies where the 
husband a r e graduates and interviewed a r e 57. Out of this 
57, 51 fami l ies agrees with Syncratic type of family and only 
2 famil ies disagree with such type of family. The remaining 
four fami l ies ae i t he r agree nor d isagree with syncrat ic 
type of family. I t means t h a t 89.47% of the fami l ies of 
graduates agree upon taking J o i n t decis ion for the purchase 
of household a r t i c l e s ^ Whereas 3.50% disagrees upon taking 
j o i n t d e c i s i o n s . The remaining 7.01% n e i t h e r disagree nor 
agree with such type of decis ion t ak ings . 
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c . Post-graduates : The to t a l number of post-graduates 
interviewed are 33, Out of th i s 33, 30 families agree upon 
Syncratic type of families while only 1 family disagrees 
with i t . The remaining 2 families neither agree nor disagree 
with such families. So we can say that 90,90% i f the post 
graduates agree upon taking jo in t decisions, and 3,03% 
disagree with i t . The remaining 6.06% neither agrees nor 
disagrees with i t . 
professionally Qualified : The to ta l number of respondents 
belonging to th is group i s 53. Out of th i s 53, 4 6 families 
agree with syncretic type of family. While 5 families 
disagree with i t . only 2 families neither agree nor disagree 
with syncratic type of family. If th is i s expressed in 
terms of percentage i t cones to 86.79% who agrees upon 
taking j o i n t decision regarding the purchase of household 
product. 9.43% of the families of th i s group disagrees upon 
talcing jo in t decisions. The remaining 3.77% neither agrees 
nor disagreed*ith i t . 
2, Autocratic family s 
a . undergraduate : Out of the 29 families of undergraduate, 
17 families agree with autocratic type of family. While lo 
families disagree wi th i t . The remaining 2 families neither 
agree nor disagree with autocratic type of family. When 
expressed in terms of percentage i t comes to 58162% who 
agrees on taking independent decision and 34.4% disagrees 
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with i t . Only 6,89% neither agrees nor disagrees. 
^" Graduates : 33 families out of 57 families of graduates 
agree with autocratic type of family while 19 families 
disagree with i t . The remaining 5 neither agree nor 
disagree with autocratic type of family. When expressed 
in terras of percentage i t comes to 57.89% of the families 
of graduates who agree upon taking independent decision 
without consulting each other while 33.33% disagrees with 
i t . The remaining 8.77% families neither agree nor disagree 
with independent decisions. 
c , PQSt~graduates : Out of the to ta l number of 33 families 
of post-graduate, 13 families agree with autocratic type of 
family while 16 disagree wi th i t . There are 4 families who 
neither agree nor disagree with autocratic type of family. 
When th i s i s changedl to percentages i t comesrto 39.89% who 
agree upon taking independent decision whereas 48.48% of the 
families of graduates disagree with such type of decision 
taking. The remaining 8.77% neither agrees nor disagrees 
with i t . 
d. Prof esional qualified : There are 29 families out of 
53 who agree with autocratic type of family and there are 
20 other families who disagree with such type of family. 
Only 4 families neither agree nor disagree with i t . I t 
means that 54.7% of the families of prof essionally qualif ied 
husbands agree upon taking independent decisions. While 37.33% 
disagree with i t and 7.53% neither agrees nor disagrees upon 
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upon taking independent dec i s ion . 
3 . Husband doroinance 
a# Undergraduate : The survey undertaken has shovm r e s u l t s where 
out of 29 famil ies of undergraduate only 4 agree with 
Husband dominance type of family while as many as 24 d isagree 
with i t . The remaining 1 family ne i the r agrees nor d isagree^ 
with i t . When the percentage i s ca lcu la ted i t revea ls t h a t 
only 13.79% agrees upon husband taking a l l the decis ions r ega r -
ding the purchase of household items^ While 82.75% of the 
famil ies of undergraduate disagree with such dec i s ion . 3,44% 
ne i ther agrees nor d isagrees with such d e c i s i o n s . 
^* Graduates : In the fami l ies of graduates out of 57 only 
8 agree with husband dominant type of fami l ies while 46 
famil ies disagree with i t . The remaining 3 famil ies n e i t h e r 
agree nor disagree with husband dominant type of family. 
The percentages reveal a more c l ea r p i c t u r e as 14.03% agrees 
upon husband taking a l l the decis ions while a s l a rge a s 80.70 
percent d isagrees with i t . 5.26 percent of the famil ies of 
graduates ne i the r agrees nor d i s ag rees . 
c . Pos t -graduates t In the famil ies of p o s t graduate husbaid^ 
no family agrees with husband dominant f a m i l i e s . 30 fami l ies 
disagree with i t and the remaining 3 fami l ies ne i the r agree 
nor d isagree with i t . So i t shows t h a t 90.09% disagrees 
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upon husband taking decis ion regarding the household p roduc t s . 
While the remaining 9.09% ne i the r agrees nor d i sagrees . 
<jf/Prof essic^nally q u a l i f i e d i Out of 53 fami l ies interviewed > 
only 9 faipirlies of prof e s s iona l l y q u a l i f i e d husband agree 
with Husband dominant type of family while as many as 41 
disagree with i t . Thertere 3 famil ies ou t of 53^ who ne i t he r 
agree nor disagree with t h i s type o f family. When changed 
to percentage i t shows t h a t only 16.98% agrees upon husband 
taking a l l the decision regarding household p roduc t s . While 
77,35 pe rcen t d isagrees with i t , o n l y 5,66 percent ne i the r 
agrees nor d isagrees with such type of decis ion t ak ings . 
4 . Wife dominance 
a . Under graduate ; Out of 29 famil ies of undergraduate 
husband ,16 agree with wife dominant type of family while 7 
disagree with i t . The remaining 6 ne i the r agree nor 
disagree • The percentages ca lcu la ted comes to 55.17% fami l i e s 
of the \indergraduates who agree upon wife taking a l l the 
decis ions regarding the purchase of household items and 
24,13% disagrees with i t and 20.68% of the famil ies n e i t h e r 
agree nor disagree . 
b . Graduates : From the t o t a l nuiriber of 57 famil ies of graduates^ 
38 agree with wife dominant type of family. While 14 fami l ies 
disagree with i t ^ ^ e remaining 5 fami l ies ne i the r agree 
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nor disagree with wife dominant type of family. This shows 
t h a t 66.66% of the fami l ies of graduates agree upon wife 
taking a l l the decis ions regarding the purchase of household 
p roduc t s . But there a re 24.56% famil ies who disagree with 
i t . 8.77% are these who n e i t h e r agree nor disagree with such 
decision t a k i n g s . 
c . Post -graduate : Out of 33 famil ies of pos t gsaduate 
husband^only 17 agree with wife dominant type of family and 
13 disagree with i t . The remaining 3 fami l ies ne i the r 
agree nor disagree with such type of f a m i l i e s . I t means 
t ha t 51.51% of the fami l ies of pos t -graduate agree upon wife 
taking a l l the decision regarding the purchase of household 
p roduc t s . While the percentage <bhat d i sagrees with i t i s 
39.39%. 9.09% ne i the r agrees nor d isagrees with such type of 
decision t ak ing . 
d. Prof, e s s iona l l y crualified : Out of 53 fami l ies of 
prof e s s iona l l y qua l i f i ed husbands 25 agree with wife 
dominant type of family and 23 disagree with i t . The 
remaining S ne i the r agree nor disagree with wife dominant 
type of family. I t means t h a t 47.16% of the famil ies of 
prof e s s iona l ly qua l i f i ed husbands agree with wife taking 
a l l the dec is ions regarding the purchase of house hold 
products while 43.39% disagrees with i t , 9.43% of the 
famil ies ne i t he r agree nor disagree with t h i s type of 
decision t a k i n g . 
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From the above analysis it is seen that Synoratic type 
of family is pref ered by all the families irrespective of 
their educational qualifications. But in the category of 
prof essionally qualified group the percentage of families 
agreeing an Syncratic type of families is lower when compared 
to other groups. The percentage of families disagreeing with 
Syneratic type of families is increasing with the increase in 
educational qualification.The highest percentage is of 
families belonging to the prof essionally qualified group. 
in the case of autocratic ty»« of family around 5o% 
of the families belonging to the undergraduate, graduate 
and prof essionally qualified group agree with it. Whereas in 
post-graduate group the percentage is less (39%)• Similarly 
the percentage of families disagreeing with autocratic type 
of family is around 35%, in undergraduate, graduate & 
prof esionally qualified group. But in the post graduate 
families it is as high as 48%. 
Most- of the families disagree with husband dominant 
type of families irrespective of the educational qualifications, 
But the percentage of families disagreeing with this type of 
family is highest among the post-graduates (90%) lowest in 
the professionally qualified group (77%). 
S8 
For the wife dominant type of families,thehighest 
percentage agreeing is among the graduates while the lowest 
is among the prof essionally qualified group. The highest 
percentage disagreeing with wife dominant type of families 
is ^  among the prof essionally qualified group. 
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PATTERN OP PREFERENCE TO TAKE DECISION IN VARIOUS 
EDUCATIONAL QUALIFICATION GROUPS 
TYPE OP 
DECISION 
=——========== 
EDUCATION 
UNDER A 
GRADUATE 
N 
D 
GRADUATE A 
N 
D 
POST A 
GRADUATE 
N 
D 
PROFFEJ, A 
SSIONAL 
QUALIFI4. N 
CATION 
D 
JOINT 
DECISION 
.=========.=== 
26 
3 
0 
51 
4 
2 
30 
2 
1 
46 
2 
5 
INDEPENDENT 
DECISION 
============== 
17 
2 
IQ 
33 
5 
19 
13 
4 
16 
29 
4 
20 
HUSBAND 
DECISION 
========== 
4 
1 
24 
8 
3 
46 
0 
3 
30 
9 
3 
41 
WIFE 
DECIDES 
ss====s=====!=:= 
16 
6 
7 
38 
5 
14 
17 
3 
13 
25 
5 
23 
A - Agree; N = Neither agree nor d isagree ;D = Disagree 
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PERCENTAGE OF PATTERN OF PREFERENCE TO TAKE DECISION 
IN VARIOUS EDUCATIONAL QUALIFICATION GROUP 
TYPE OP JOINT INDEPENDENT HUSBAND WIFE 
BOBCISION DECISION DECISION DECISION DECIDES 
UNDER A 8 9 . 6 5 5 8 . 6 2 1 3 . 7 9 5 5 . 1 7 
GRADUATE 
N 1 0 . 3 4 6 . 8 9 3 . 4 4 2 0 . 6 8 
D 0 3 4 . 4 8 8 2 . 7 5 2 4 . 1 3 
GRADUATE A 
N 
D 
POST A 
GRADUATE 
N 
D 
89.47 
7.01 
3.50 
90.90 
6.06 
3.03 
57.89 
8.77 
33.33 
39.39 
12.12 
48.48 
14.03 
5.26 
80.70 
0 
9.09 
90.09 
66.66 
8.77 
24.56 
51.51 
9.09 
39.39 
PROPFE- A 8 6 . 7 9 5 4 . 7 1 1 6 . 9 8 4 7 . 1 6 
SIONAL 
QUALI N 3 . 7 7 7 . 5 4 5 . 6 6 9 . 4 3 
FICIATION 
D 9 . 4 3 3 7 . 3 3 7 7 . 3 5 4 3 . 3 9 
A = A g r e e ; N = N e i t h e r a g r e e n o r d i s a g r e e ; D = D i s a g r e e 
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p a t t e r n of preference to takedecislon in va r ious Income 
Groups: 
1« Syn^,ratic type of family 
(a) Group ( i ) : As s t a t ed e a r l i e r , group ( i ) includes those 
faraalies whose income l i e s between Rs,500-1000• The t o t a l 
ntimber of famil ies intezrviewed & belonging to t h i s group 
a re 8 . All the 8 famil ies i . e . l00% agree upon taking j o i n t 
decision for the purchase of household p roduc t s . 
(^) Group (ii(l) J This group includes these famil ies whose 
income l i e s between Rs.lOOl-1500. The t o t a l number of fami l i es 
claimed to belong to t h i s group a re 30. Out of t h i s 3o# 26 
famil ies i . e . 86.66% agree with Syncratic type of family. 
While 1 family, i . e . 3.33% disagrees with i t . The remaining 
3 famil ies i . e . l0% n e i t h e r agree nor d isagree with such type 
of dec is ions t ak ings . 
(c) Group ( i i i ) ; The fami l ies belonging to t h i s group have 
income of between Rs»l50l-2000. 51 fami l ies were interviewed 
& out of t h i s 44 i . e . 86.77% agree with Syncrat ic type of 
family and 3 famil ies i . e . 5,86% disagree with i t . The 
remaining 4 famil ies i , e , 7.84% ne i ther agree nor disagree 
upon taking decis ions j o i n t l y . 
(d) Group (iv) : T ^ s e fami l ies whose income l i e s between 
Rs.2001-2500 came \inder t h i s group, ou t of the 40 fami l ies 
interviewed,34 i . e . 85% agree with Syncrat ic type of family 
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and only 3 famil ies i . e . 7 ,5% disagree with i t . There 
a re remaining 3 famil ies i . e . StS. 7.5% ne i t he r agree nor 
disagree upon talcing j o i n t dec i s ions . 
(®) Group (v ) ; Famalies with income between Rs.2501-3000 
come under t h i s group. Out of the t o t a l 19 famil ies i n t e r -
viewed^ 17 i . e . 89.49% agree with Syncratic type of family 
while only 1 family i . e . 5.26% disagrees with i t . The 
remaining 1 family i . e . 5.26% ne i the r agrees nor disagrees 
with such type of family. 
(f) Group (vi) : This group includes these famil ies whose 
income i s between Rs.3001-3500. A t o t a l number of 24 fami l ies 
were interviewed & a l l the 24 i . e . l00% agree with syncra t ic 
type of family. 
2 . Autocrat ic Type family 
(«^ ) Group (i) ; Out of the 8 famil ies belonging to t h i s group, 
6 fami l ies i . e . 75% agree with au toc ra t i c type of family 
while ©nly 1 family i . e . 12.5% disagrees with i t . The remaining 
one family i . e . 12.5% n e i t h e r agrees nor d i s ag rees upon 
taking purchase decis ions independently. 
(b) Group ( i i ) ; From the 30 famil ies interviewed only 15, 
i . e . 50% agrees with a u t o c r a t i c type of family, while 
11 fami l ies i . e . 36.66% disagrees with i t . The remaining 4 
famil ies i . e . 13.33% n e i t h e r agrees nor d i s a g r e e s upon taking 
purchase dec is ions independently* 
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(c) Group ( i i i ) t In t h i s income group?out of the 51 fami l ies 
interviewed,27 famil ies i e . 52.94% agree with synera t ic type 
of family, while 20 fami l ies i . e . 39,21% disagrees with i t . 
The remaining 4 famil ies i . e . 5.85% n e i t h e r agree nor d isagree 
with such type of family. 
(d) Group (iv) : in t h i s groups out of the 40 famil ies i n t e r -
viewed, 25 i . e . 62,5% agrees with a u t o c r a t i c type of family. 
And the remaining 15 fami l ies i . e . 37.5% disagrees with 
au toc ra t i c type of family. 
(e) Group (v) : Out of the 19 famil ies belonging to t h i s 
group, 11 i . e . 57.89% agree with a u t o c r a t i c type of family. 
While only 3 famil ies i . e . 15.76% disagree with i t . The 
remaining 5 famil ies i . e . 26.3% ne i the r agree nor d i sag ree 
upon taking purchasing dec i s ions independently. 
(^) Group (vi) : In t h i s group,out of the 24 famil ies^only 
8 fami l ies i . e . 33.33% agree with a u t o c r a t i c type of family 
while 15 fami l ies i . e . 62.5% disagree, with i t . The 
remaining 2 famil ies i . e . 8.33% ne i the r agree nor d isagree 
upon taking purchase decis ion independently. 
(3) Husband dominant family 
^^) Group (i) : No family out of 8 belonging to t h i s group, 
agree with husband dominant f ami l i e s . While 6 famil ies i . e . 
75% disagree upon husband taking purchase dec i s ions . The 
remaining 2 famil ies i . e . 25% ne i the r agree nor disagree with i t , 
76 
(b) Group ( i l ) : Out of the 30 famil ies ^interviewed^ only 
7 famil ies i . e . 23,33% agree with husband dominant fami l ies 
while as many as 21 i . e . 70% disagree with i t . The remaining 
2 famil ies i . e . 6.66% n e i t h e r agree nor d isagree upon husband 
taking decis ion regarding the purchase of household p roduc t s . 
(c) Group ( i i i ) : Prom the 51 famil ies belonging to t h i s 
group interviewed^only 9 famil ies i . e . 17.64% agree with 
husband dominant type of famil ies while 41 famil ies i . e . 
80.39% disagree with ife. The remaining family i . e . 1.96% 
ne i ther agrees nor d isagrees upon husband taking fits purchase 
decision regarding household p roduc t s . 
(d) Group (iv) : Out of the 40 respondents , only 3 i . e . 7.5% 
agree with husband dominant famil ies where as 33 o thers i . e . 
80.39% disagree with i t . The remaining 4 fami l ies i . e . l0% 
ne i the r agree nor disagree upon the husband taking purchase 
decis ion regarding house hold produc ts . 
(e) Group (v) : Only ene family outePthe 19 famil ies i , e , only 
5,26% agree with husband dominant type of family. While 17 
o thers i , e , 89,47% disagree with i t . And 1 family i , e , 5.26% 
ne i ther agree nor d isagree with husband dominant type of 
family, 
(f) Group (vi) : In t h i s income group^out of the 24 fami l ies 
interviewed,only 1 family i , e . 4,16% agree with husband dominant 
type of family while 23 o t h e r a i . e , 95,83% disagree with i t . 
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4 , Wife dominant family 
(a) Group (1): For th is type of family where wife takes a l l 
the decisions regarding the purchase of house hold product, 
4 out of 8 families i . e . 50% agree with i t ,whi le 2 families 
i . e . 25% disagrees with i t . Other 2 families i . e . 25% neither 
agree nor disagree with wife dominant type of family. 
(b) Group ( i i) s Out of the 3Q families interviewed in t h i s 
group, 19 i . e . 63.33% agree with wife dominant type of 
families. While 9 families i . e . 3o% disagrees with i t^ The 
remaining 2 families i . e . 6.66% neither agree nor disagree 
upon wife taking a l l the decisionsregarding the purchase of 
household products. 
(c) Broup ( i l l ) ; In th i s group out of the 46 57 families 
interviewed^26 i . e . 59.98% agree with wife dominant type of 
families while 20 others i . e . 39.21% disagree with i t . 5 
t 
other families belonging to th i s groups i . e . 9.80% neither 
agree nor disagree upon wife taking decision for the 
ptirchase of household a r t i c l e s . 
(d) Group (iv) : Out of the 4o families interviewed^ 19 
families i . e . 47.5% agree with wife dominant type of families 
while 17 families i . e . 4 2.5% disagree with i t , 4 other 
families belonging to th i s group i . e . lo% neither agree nor 
disagree with th is type of family. 
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(®) Group (v) : From the 19 families interviewed in this 
group^ lO i.e. 52.63% agree with wife dominant type of family. 
While 4 families i.e. 21.05% disagree with it, 5 families 
out of 19 i.e. 26.31% neither agree nor disagree with such type 
of family. 
(f) Group (vi) : In this group 24 families were interviewed 
out of which 18 families i.e. 75% agree with wife dominant 
type of family while 5 others i.e. 20.83% disagree with it. 
The rema^ining 1 family i.e. 4.6% neither agrees nor 
disagrees upon wife taking purchase decisions regarding the 
house hold products. 
^ From the above analysis it can be seen thatlarger 
percentage of families agree with Syncrdtic type of families 
irrespective of the income levels. But in the lowest income 
group it is highest which slowly decreases till the group (iv) . 
Then again the percentage increases. So we can say that there 
is a relationship between income level & the type of family 
preffered. 
For the autocratic family^relationship between income 
& preference cannot be established. The highest percentage 
who agree with such ti^e of family belong to lowest income 
group. The next highest percentage who agree with it belong 
to group (iv). Then follows the group (v). The lowest 
percentage agreeing with autocratic type of family belongs 
to group (vi)• In fact,here in this group a larger percentage 
disagrees with autocratic type of family which is peculiar 
only to this group. 
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For the husband dominant type of family, most of 
the famil ies belonging to var ious income group d i sag ree . 
There i s a r e l a t i o n s h i p with the income. The percentage 
of famil ies disagreeing with husband dominant famil ies 
increases with the increase in the income except for 
group ( i i ) which can be overlooked. 
For the wife dominant type of families^ around 50% 
of the fami l ies agree in a l l the income b r a c k e t s . But the 
h ighes t percentage agreeing with wife dominanH^belong to 
the h ighes t income group. 
The following tab les gives a c l ea r p i c t u r e of the 
r e l a t ionsh ip which has been explained above. 
Chart: 
1. Income V/s degree of preference. 
2 . Percenti^ages. 
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PATTERN OP PREFERENCE FOR TAKING DECISION IN VARIOUS 
INCOME GROUPS 
TYPE OF 
DECISION 
= =:s:sss:S = 
INCOME 
Group (1) 
===== 
A 
N 
D 
Group(ii) A 
Group 
(iii) 
Group 
(iv) 
Group 
Cv) 
Group 
N 
D 
A 
N 
D 
A 
N 
D 
A 
N 
D 
A 
N 
D 
JOINT 
DECISION 
:============ 
8 
0 
0 
26 
3 
1 
44 
4 
3 
34 
3 
3 
17 
1 
1 
24 
0 
0 
INDEPENDENT 
DECISION 
:=s=s=s: =:======= 
6 
1 
1 
15 
4 
11 
27 
4 
20 
25 
0 
15 
11 
5 
3 
8 
2 
15 
HUSBAND 
DECIDES 
;=======—= 
0 
2 
6 
7 
2 
21 
9 
1 
41 
3 
4 
33 
1 
1 
17 
1 
0 
23 
WI 
DE 
:=== 
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A = Agree; N = Neither agree nor d iagree ; D = i^isagree 
81 
PERCENTAGE OF PATTERN OF PREFERENCE TO TAKE DECISION IN 
VARIOUS INCOME GROUP 
TYPE OF JOINT INDEPENDENT HUSBAND WIPE 
DECISION DECISION DECISION DECIDES DECIDES 
INCOME 
G r o u p ( i ) A l o o 75 
N 0 1 2 . 5 
D 0 1 2 . 5 
Group A 8 6 , 6 6 50 
( i i ) 
N 10 1 3 . 3 3 
D 3 .33 3 6 . 6 6 
Group A 8 6 . 2 7 5 2 . 9 4 
( i i i ) 
N 7 .84 5 . 8 8 
D 5 .88 3 9 . 2 1 
Group A 85 6 2 . 5 
( i v ) 
N 7 . 5 0 
D 7 . 5 3 7 . 5 
Group A 89.47 57.89 
(V) 
N 5.26 26.31 
D 5.26 15.78 
Group A loo 33.33 
(vi) 
N 0 8.33 
D 0 62.5 
0 
25 
75 
23.33 
6.66 
70 
17164 
1.96 
80.39 
7 . 5 
10 
82.5 
5.26 
5.26 
89.47 
4.16 
0 
95,83 
50 
25 
25 
63.33 
6.66 
30 
50,98 
9.80 
39.21 
47.5 
10 
42,5 
52,63 
26,31 
21.05 
75 
4.16 
20.83 
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CHAPTER-IV 
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CHAPTER-IV 
FINDINGS AND CONCLUSION 
Hie p r e s e n t s tudy was in t ended t o i d e n t i f y the 
d e c i s i o n making u n i t for T e l e v i s i o n . As the purchase of TV 
s e t involves many members of t he family i t i s i n p o r t a n t to 
f ind the d e c i s i o n making u n i t . I t was a l s o though t t h a t t h e 
p a t t e r n of pu rchase d e c i s i o n d i f f e r s in d i f f e r e n t f a m i l i e s 
depending upon Educa t ion , Income & type of f a m i l y . 
R e s u l t s : I t was found t h a t t h e idea of p u r c h a s i n g T . v . was 
i n t i a t e d mos t ly by the h u s b a n d s . However, i n t h e c a s e of t h e 
f a m i l i e s of u n d e r g r a d u a t e , t h e idea of p u r c h a s i n g T.V. was 
i n t i a t e d most ly by c h i l d r e n . The reason for t h i s can be 
the l a c k of adequa te knowledge by_jUie_undergraduate. 
Ch i ld ren of such f a m i l i e s who get , f a s c i n a t e d by t h e i r 
f r i e n d s rsvrtn owning t e l e v i s i o n se t s^ i n i t i a t e the idea of 
p u r c h a s i n g one fo r t h e i r h o u s e . Wife a l s o i n i t i a t e s the i d e a 
b u t i t i s compara t ive ly l e s s e r , So^a c o n c l u s i o n can be drawn 
from t h e a n a l y s i s t h a t «xiifepting t h e unde rg radua t e g roup , i n 
a l l t h e f a m i l i e s husban3 p l i ^ s the r o l e of i n i t i a t o r for 
t he pvurchase of T.V. Se t and in the c a s e of u n d e r g r a d u a t e , 
c h i l d r e n a r e the ini t iators!^ 
From t h e a n a l y s i s i t i s found t h a t i n most c a s e s 
husbands purchased the TV s e t w i thou t g e t t i n g i n f l uenced 
by any member of t h e i r f a m i l y . However, a g a i n i n t h e vinder-
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graduate class^chtildren influenced t h e i r fa ther to purchase 
the s e t . And i t i s a l so found t h a t with increase in the 
leve l of education, the r o l e Of chi ldren as inf luencers 
X ~—-^ ^ 
decreased. Wife acted as inf luencer roastly in the famil ies 
of prof e s s iona l group. So/the conclusion drawn i s t h a t husbands 
purchase T.V. Sets without ge t t i ng influenced by anybody. 
However, in the famil ies of under graduates ch i ldren are 
the inf luencers in the purchase of T.V. s e t s . 
In the case of taking decision regarding tlie brand 
to be purchased, i t was found t h a t i r r e s p e c t i v e of the type 
of family, husbands are the decision make's regarding brand 
choice . Wife & husband j o i n t l y a lso take d e c i s ^ n regarding 
the s e l ec t ion of brand. In conclusion i t caxi be said t h a t 
husbands a re the deciders for brands r^jRTall the f ami l i e s . 
The ac tua l purchasing \ ini t for T.V. arapredominantly 
Husbands. And the ana lys i s showed t h a t with the increase in 
income,there i s a increase in the husbands -.acting as the 
ac tua l purchasing t in i t . Wife 6 husbands J o i n t l y a lso are the 
ac tua l purchasing \jnit for T.V. chi ldren are in negligdble 
"nuniber.So the conclusion drawn i s t h a t husband i s the 
ac tua l pvucchasing vmit for T.V. s e t s I r r e s p e c t i v e of the 
income of the family. 
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I t was found t h a t Synora t i c type of family was 
favoTired p redominan t ly by a l l t h e r e s p o n d e n t s i r r e s p e c t i v e 
of ^ineoffieT'education, type of family and when t h e wife i s an 
ea rn ing & non ea rn ing member. Husband dominant f a m i l i e s a r e 
raost^ppesed by a l l t h e r e s p o n d e n t s . 
A u t o c r a t i c type of family i s p a r t i a l l y p r e f f e r e d a s i s t h e 
wife dominant type of fami ly by a l l t h e r e s p o n d e n t s su rveyed . 
So the c o n c l u s i o n t h a t can be drawn i s t h a t , f a m i l i e s 
u s u a l l y p r e f f e r t o t ake j o i n t d e c i s i o n r e g a r d i n g the 
pxirchase of household p r o d u c t s . Husband talcing d e c i s i o n s 
r e g a r d i n g t h e purchase of household p r o d u c t i s of;^osed by 
a l l t h e f a m i l i e s . 
SUGGESTIONS 
From t h e survey & i t s f i n d i n g s t h e marke t e r s came 
t o know t h e r o l e of d i f f e r e n t members of t h e f a m i l y in t h e 
purchase of TV s e t s . As i t i s found t h a t tl^e i n i t i a t e ' ^ a r e 
husbands , t h e marke t e r s must d i r e c t t h e i i communication t o 
them. They should a d v e r t i s e t h i s proottCt i n those media 
which r e a c h e s the husbands , for example magazines r e a d by 
males , e t c . But t h e T.V. m a r k e t e r s can i n c r e a s e the i r s a l e s 
by d i r e c t i n g the a d v e r t i s e m e n t s to wives & c h i l d r e n . This 
i n c r e a s e * t h e p r o d u c t awareness & p r o d u c t f e a t u r e s ^ which 
can e f f e c t them and they can i n i t i a t e t h e idea of p u r c h a s i g g 
t h e s e t . 
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QUESTrONNAIRE. 
Dear S i r , 
This i s a ques t ionnai re regarding the buying r o l e s 
of family raeinbers in T.V. purJShase. I t i s requ i red for the 
purpose of wr i t ing a d i s s e r t a t i o n which i s a p a r t of M.B.A. 
programme. Your cooperation in t h i s regard w i l l be highly 
apprec ia ted , ¥nd i t w i l l go a long way in analysing the 
buying r o l e s . The information i s s t r i c t l y for academic 
purpose and w i l l be kept c o n f i d e n t i a l . 
Tick the aaost appror ia te answers, 
1 . Do you belong to a j o i n t family ? 
(i) YES ( ) ( i i ) NO ( ) 
If yes - what i s the t o t a l income of your family ? 
2 , i s your wife a l so an earning member of your family ? 
(i) YES ( ) ( i i ) NO ( ) 
3 . Who f i r s t i n i t i a t e d the idea of purchasing the T,V. ? 
(i) My se l f ( ) ( i i ) My wife ( ) 
( i i i)My Children ( ) (iv) My wife & ch i ldren ( ) 
(v) My wife & myself ( ) (v i ) My ch i ld ren & myself ( ) 
(v i i ) o t h e r s (neighbours/ Fr iends, Relat ions) ( ) 
4 , Who among the members of your family influenced the idea 
of p\irch^sing the T.V, ? 
( i) No body ( ) ( i i ) My wife ( ) 
(iii) My children ( ) (iv) My wife & 
Chilten ( ) 
5, please give the details of your T,V« set ? 
(i) Brand name (ii) Model 
(iil) Screen size 
6 , Who among t h e members of your family made t h e cho ice 
r e g a r d i n g t h e followingffc 
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(a) Brand 
( i ) My se l f 
( i i i )My chi ldren 
(v) My wife & 
myself 
( 
( 
( 
) 
) 
) 
( i i ) 
(iv) 
(vi) 
My wife 
My wife fi 
ch i ld ren 
My chi ldren 
& myself 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
7. Who went to purchase the T.V. set ? 
(i) Myself ( ) 
(iii)My children ( ) 
(v) My wife & 
chilren ( ) 
8, Some statements are given below, put the appropriate 
number against each one of them according to your 
view. For exanple if you strongly agree put the 
number 1 against that statement and if you strongly 
disagree put number 5 against that statement, and so 
on as given below: 
( i i ) 
(iv) 
(vi) 
My wife 
My wife 
& ch i ld ren 
My chi ldren & 
myself 
( 
( 
( 
(1) s t r o n g l y ag ree 
(2) Agree 
(5) S t r o n g l y d i s a g r e e 
(4) Disagree 
C3> Nei tKer agrcA tvor eUs^ji^^^' 
( i ) Husband and wife should t ake t h e p\archasing d e c i s i o n 
j o i n t l y ( ) 
eo 
( i i ) Husband should t ake d e c i s i o n for c e r t a i n p r o d u c t s 
s e p a r a t e l y and l eave to h i s wife t o t a k e d e c i s i o n 
r e g a r d i n g c e r t a i n o t h e r p r o d u c t s w i t h o u t c o n s u l t i n g 
h im. ( ) 
( i i i ) Husband should t ake a l l t h e d e c i s i o n s r e g a r d i n g t h e 
pu rchase of household p r o d u c t s by h imse l f and 
the wife should s imply be informed, ( ) 
( iv) As wife r u n s the h o u s e , fche must have a l l t he freedom 
to p u r c h a s e any household p r o d u c t which she t h i n k s 
n e c e s s a r y for the h o u s e . ( ) 
1 0 . What a r e your e d u c a t i o n a l q u a l i f i c a t i o n s ? 
( i ) Undergraduate ( i i ) Graeluate ( ) 
( i i i ) P o s t Graduate ( i v ) p r o f e s s i o n a l Q u a l i f i c a t i o n ( ) 
1 1 . What i s your occupa t ion ? 
1 2 . To which income group do you b e l o n g . 
( i ) Rs.500 - Rs.lOOO 
( i i ) Rs . lOOl-Rs . 1500 
( i i i ) R s . l 5 0 l - R s . 2000 
( iv ) R s . 2 0 0 l - R s . 2500 
(v) R s . 2 5 0 l - R s . 3000 
(v i ) Rs .300l -Rs .3500 
Thank you for c o o p e r a t i o n , 
Yovirs f a i t h f u l l y ^ 
(LIAQAT ALI KHAN) 
S tuden t of MBA (F) 
AMU A l l g a r h 
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